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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
09/15/2004 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 3-9, and 1 1-20 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The applicant's 
argument is based on the newly amended claims raising new issues. Central to the 
applicants argument is the method of pre-assigning the display content based on the 
p re-determined priority. Necessitated by said amendment filed 09/15/2004, the 
examiner presents new grounds of rejection as provided below. As presented in the 
previous office action, Smith explicitly teaches a plurality of display division schemes in 
addition to the quadrants explicitly stated (Col. 3, line 51 - Col. 5, line 61 and FIGS. 2- 
10). Thus, other division schemes such as 1/6, 1/3, Vi, 2/3, and 3/3 are taught by Smith 
in the broadly claimed specification. There is no reason to believe that Smith could not 
be used to display said display sizes. Further, the examiner believes that Bourgeois et 
al., US Patent Number: 5,060,170 and Pope, US Patent Number: 4,823,108 teaches 
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varying the size and location of the window display portions based on pre-determined 
priority, and thus said linnitations are well known and standard in the display art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth In Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 1 and 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smith et al., US Patent No.: 6,466,235. 

6. In regards to claim 1 , Smith et al. teaches an avionics display comprising a 
plurality of panels, wherein at least one of the panels is selectively configurable 
to have a size corresponding to one of a limited set of sizes is 1/6, 1/3, Vz, 2/3, and 
3/3 of the display (Col. 3, line 51 - Col. 5, line 61 and FIGS. 2-10). 

• Smith explicitly teaches avionics display comprising a plurality of panels in FIGS. 
2-10. Each panel size is selectable from predetermined sizes comprising of four 
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fixed-size equal quadrants (Col. 5, lines 51-61), wherein the display can be 
selected to cover one quadrant or two quadrants (Col. 4, lines 27-52). In 
addition, the electronic moving map (202) is the default background that can be 
displayed on one, two, or three quadrants (Col. 3, lines 58-63 and FIGS. 2-10). 
One quadrant specifically is substantially 1/6 and 1/3 of display area. Two 
quadrants specifically are substantially !4 of the display area. Three quadrants 
specifically are 2/3 and 3/3 of the display area. Further, Smith explicitly teaches 
that many other screen division schemes other than the four quadrant scheme 
can be incorporated (Col. 5, lines 51-61 ). Thus, the set of sizes as disclosed by 
the applicant is an obvious design choice anticipated by Smith et al. In addition, 
the applicant fails to disclose the criticality of the specific sizes, 1/6, 1/3, 2/3, 
and 3/3 of the display. The different sizes for the panels depend on the 
importance of the information displayed on each panel for different situations and 
the specific functions being executed. More important data are displayed on 
panels with a larger portion of the total display area, but there is no criticality of 
the specific sizes. Further, although the drawings may not be drawn to scale, 
FIGS. 1-10 broadly teaches said sizes, and it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to take the teachings of Smith 
and to use display sizes of 1/6, 1/3, Yz, 2/3, and 3/3 in light of the broadly stated 
invention of Smith directed to display sizes (Col. 5, lines 51-61). 
7. In addition. Smith teaches wherein each of the plurality of panels is 
configured to display a display content, the display content pre-assigned to a 
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subset of sizes of the limited set of sizes based on a pre-determined priority, and 
wherein each of the plurality of panels is configured to be located on the avionics 
display based on the pre-determined priority. 

• The applicant broadly recites the limitation, "pre-determined priority". Said 
priority can be any computer algorithm incorporated into the display program, 
which designates the size and locations of the avionics display as taught by 
Smith. In order to display the plurality of display portions in specific locations and 
sizes as shown in FIGS. 1-10. the computer must provide a specific priority pre- 
determined by the computer codes of the computer algorithm. Thus, the avionics 
display of Smith specifically teaches configuring the plurality of display panels 
based on a predetermined priority, wherein said predetermined priority 
determines the size and location of said display panels. In addition, based on the 
user interface, the apparatus and system of Smith applies predetermined priority 
for closing and opening the corresponding instrument functions for display (Col. 
3, lines 29-50). Smith also teaches using a pop-up menu (Col. 3, line 64 - Col. 
5, line 4). Thus the apparatus and system of Smith displays appropriate pop-up 
menu and instrument functions in specific location and size based on a 
predetermined computer algorithm or priority. Further, it is well known and 
obvious in the art to display a plurality of display windows based on priority to 
control the location and sizes of said plurality of display windows (See Response 
to Arguments above). 
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8. In regards to claim 3, Smith et al. teaches a display according to claim t, 
wherein the at least one of the panels presents a first selected display content of 
a plurality of display contents, and further comprising a modification interface for 
changing at least one of the selected display content and the size of the panel. 

• Smith et al. teaches using a pop-up menu to select a function and displaying said 
function screen in one or two quadrants (Col. 4, lines 27-52 and FIGS. 3-8). The 
user clicks on the "full view top menu bar" (508) in order to display the function 
on two quadrants, and clicks on the "full view bottom selection, manual view 
compression button" (510) in order to display the function on one quadrant. 
Thus, said pop-up menu, "full view top menu bar", and "full view bottom selection, 
manual view compression button" specifically are used to select a display content 
and to modify the size of the display panel. 

9. In regards to claim 4, Smith et al. clearly teaches a display according to claim 
3, wherein the modification interface comprises at least one of a menu and a 
plurality of tabs, 

• Smith et al. al. clearly teaches using pop-up menus in order to select a function 
display as applied to claim 3 above. In addition, a plurality of buttons is used to 
selectively change the display panel sizes as applied to claim 3 above. One 
such button functions similar to a standard 1ab\ wherein the user can toggle 
between two displays by clicking on the appropriate button (Col. 4, line 64 - Col. 
5, line 4 and FIGS. 5-7). Further, Smith et al. clearly teaches that visual marks 
other than buttons could be used (Col. 5. line 62 - Col. 6, line 12). 
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10. In regards to claim 5, Smith et al. teaches a display according to claim f, 
wherein the at least one of the panels presents a selected display content of a 
plurality of display contents, and wherein the limited set of sizes corresponds to 
the selected display content 

• Smith et al. teaches using a pop-up menu to select a function display content 
from a list of choices presented in the menu as applied to claim 3 above. In 
addition, Smith et al. teaches displaying the selected function display content 
according to the default display content (Col. 4, lines 27-52), wherein said size of 
the display panel can be changed as applied to claims 1 and 3 above. Thus the 
default display content matches the display size, which comprises the limited set 
of sizes, to the selected display content. 

11. Claims 6, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smith et al. in view of Briffe et al., U.S. Patent No., 6,1 12,141 . 

12. In regards to claim 6, Smith et al. teaches avionics display system as applied to 
claim 1 above, which specifically is a cockpit display system comprising a plurality of 
display panels. In addition. Smith et al. teaches wherein at least one of the panels is 
selectively configurable to have a size corresponding to one of a limited set of 
non-user-defined sizes, and wherein the limited set of sizes is 1/6, 1/3, Yz, and 3/3 
of the display, wherein each of the plurality of panels is configured to display a 
display content, the display content pre-assigned to a subset of sizes of the 
limited set of sizes based on a pro-determined priority, and wherein each of the 
plurality of panels is configured to be located on the avionics display based on 
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the pre-determined priority as applied to claim 1 above. Smith et al. does not 
explicitly teach (a) a plurality of monitors configured to display a plurality of sets of 
information; and (b) a processor communicating with the plurality of monitors, 

but Briffe et al. teaches said limitations. 

13. Briffe et al. teaches a flight deck for a business jet, which includes an instmment 
panel (12) comprising four LCD screens, which specifically are a plurality of monitors for 
displaying a plurality of set of information (Col. 4, lines 58-65; Col. 5, lines 2-13; and 
FIG. 1, Nos. 16, 18, 20, and 22). In addition, Briffe et al. teaches a microprocessor 
functioning as a flight management system computer (63) including graphics driver for 
LCD screens (Col. 5, line 66 - Col. 6, line 24 and FIG. 2). Further, Briffe et al. clearly 
teaches that the display screen of the MFD comprises six windows of 1/6 the total 
screen size, wherein different widows displayed is selected from a possible set of 
screen size comprising 1/6, 1/3, Yz, 2/3, and 1 times the available screen space (CoL 

1 1 , lines 42-55). 

14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Smith et al. and add from Briffe et al. the method of implementing a plurality of 
monitors for displaying a plurality of sets of information in order to provide a redundant 
display system. A plurality of functions is displayed redundantly in both screens to 
permit a flight to depart even if one MFD is inoperable (Col. 1 1 , liens 1 2-20). In 
addition, both references are directed to displaying avionic information. 

15. In regards to claim 13, Smith et al. and Briffe et al. teach the cockpit display 
system of claim 6 above. In addition, Smith et al. and Briffe et al. teach wherein the at 
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least one of he panels presents a selected display content of a plurality of display 
contents, and wherein the limited set of sizes corresponds to the selected display 
content using the same basis and rationale as applied to claim 5 above. Briffe et al. 
teaches the limitation of a plurality of panels displaying a selected content of a plurality 
of display contents as applied to claim 6 above. Each panel representing a specific 
content is sized appropriately to correspond to the selected content, which specifically is 
the default display content as taught by Smith et al. 

16. Claims 7-8. 11-12. and 14-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Smith et al. in view of Briffe et al. as applied to claims 6 and 13 
above, and further in view of Factor, U.S. Patent No. 6.281,810. 

17. In regards to claim 7. Briffe et al. teaches a processor controlling a plurality of 
monitors displaying a plurality of information, which specifically is a processor 
providing a first set of information to a first monitor and a second set of 
information to a second monitor as applied to claim 6 above. In addition. Briffe et al. 
teaches a redundant display system, wherein some of the information is redundantly 
displayed on both screens, and thus allows the flight to depart even if one monitor fails 
(Col. 1 1 , Lines 12-20). Briffe et al., however, does not teach redundancy of all 
information from the first monitor. 

18. Factor discloses the limitation of two independent projectors with the first 
projector displaying a first set of information on the bottom row and the second projector 
displaying a second set of information on the top row of the same LCD monitor. When 
one projector fails, the other projector displays both the first and second set of 
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information on both the top and bottom rows of the LCD monitor (Col. 5, lines 21-53). 
Factor also discloses two independent computer/projector systems (Col. 2, lines 17-40), 
and a computer specifically comprises of a processor. The same concept using the two 
projectors as disclosed by Factor is applied to two monitors as taught by Briffe et al. 
Just as it is the case for the two projectors, if one monitor fails, the other monitor 
displays all information, which specifically is displaying the second set of information on 
the first monitor. 

19. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Smith et al. and Briffe et al., and to add from Factor the method of displaying two sets 
of information using two projectors, wherein the first projector displays the second set of 
information when the second projector fails in order to provide independent redundant 
display system to provide backup display of all critical cockpit instrument information. 
The same concept is applied to the redundant monitors as taught by Briffe et al., 
wherein the first monitor displays the second set of information if the second monitor 
fails. Thus, all of the information can be displayed on the first monitor if the second 
monitor fails. In addition, all references are directed to a cockpit display system, 
wherein a plurality of display panels are display a plurality of information. 

20. In regards to claim 8, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6-7 are applied. Smith et al. discloses the limitation of changing the size of the 
panel as applied to claim 6 above, and Briffe et al. and Factor discloses the limitation of 
displaying the second set of information on the first monitor if the second monitor fails. 
In order to display both the first and second set of information on the first monitor, the 
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first panel representing the first set of information must be reduced in size in order to 
display the second set of information along with the first set of information on the first 
monitor. Further. Smith et al. teaches reducing the display size of the default 
background map display when other information is selected to be displayed by the user 
as applied to claim 1 above. 

21 . In regards to claim 1 1 . the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1 . 3 and 6 above. Smith et al. and Briffe et al. disclose the limitation of a 
plurality of display panels, wherein at least one of the panels presenting a plurality of 
display contents, which specifically is at least one of the panels presenting a first 
selected display of content of a plurality of display contents as applied to claims 1 
and 6 above. In addition. Smith et al. teaches using menus and buttons, which 
specifically are a modification interface for changing at least one of the selected 
display content and the size of the panel as applied to claim 3 above. 

22. In regards to claim 12, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1 . 4 and 6 are applied. The combination of claims 4 and 6 are directed to the 
same limitations as the current claim. 

23. In regards to claim 14, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6 and 7 are applied. The combination of claims 6 and 7 comprises all 
limitations of the current claim. 

24. In regards to claim 15, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1 1 and 14 are applied. 



Application/Control Number: 09/680.776 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2672 

25. In regards to claim 16, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 12. and 15 are applied. 

26. In regards to claim 17. the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6. 7 and 14 are applied. Both Smith et al. and Briffe et al. teach displaying 
information on a plurality of panels, wherein the panels have sizes limited to at least on 
of substantially 1/6, 1/3, Vi, 2/3 and 3/3 of the display. 

27. In regards to claim 18, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 5, 6, 7, and 14 are applied. Briffe et al. teaches a plurality of LCD displays as 
applied to claim 6 above. Both Smith et al. and Briffe et al. teach displaying information 
on a plurality of display panels, wherein the panels have a limited selection of sizes, and 
wherein the limited selection of sizes corresponds to the information displayed on the 
panel as applied to claims 5 and 6 above. 

28. In regards to claim 19, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 6. 7, 8, and 14 are applied. The added limitation specifically is identical to 
claim 8, and thus the combination of claims 8 and 14 is directed to the same limitations 
as the current claim. 

29. Claims 9 and 20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Smith et al. in view of Briffe et al. as applied to claims 6 and 13 above, and further in 
view of Factor as applied to claims 7-8, 11-12, and 14-19 above, and further in view of 
Nakajima et al.. U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0055029. 

30. In regards to claim 9, Smith et al., Briffe et al., and Factor in combination teach 
the limitations of a processor configured to provide the second set of information 
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to the first monitor if the second monitor fails as applied to claims 7-8, 11-12, and 
14-19 above, but do not explicitly teach limitation of the first set of information 
corresponds to a first priority, and wherein the processor is configured to provide 
the second set of information to the first monitor only if the second priority is 
higher that the first priority. 

• Nakajima et al. discloses a switching control connected to a display, wherein, the 
input signal having the highest priority among the two host computers is allowed 
to be displayed on the display monitor (Paragraph [0044]). Thus, the first set of 
information from the first host computer corresponds to a first priority, and the 
second set of information from the second host computer corresponds to a 
second priority. The second set of information is displayed on the first monitor 
only if the second priority is higher than the first priority. 
31 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Smith et al,, Briffe et al., and Factor, and to take from Nakajima et al. the method of 
assigning priorities to a plurality of input information and to allow the second set of 
information to be displayed on the first monitor only if the second priority is higher than 
the first priority in order to determine the importance of all sets of information and to 
display only those information with the highest importance (priority) in case of display 
monitor failure. When a monitor fails, the information on the failed monitor is compared 
with the information on the first monitor to determine which set of information is more 
important (higher priority). It would have been obvious to allow the second set of 
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information to be displayed on the first monitor only if the second priority were higher 
than the first priority. 

32. In regards to claim 20, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 8-9 and 14 are applied. 

Conclusion 

33. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The following prior art explicitly teaches using predetermined 
priority to selectively display a plurality of display windows by assigning size and 
locations based on said predetermined priority. 

Pope, US Patent No.: 4,823.108 
Bourgeois et al.. US Patent No. : 5,060.170 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hwa C Lee whose telephone number is 703-305-8987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on 703-305-4713. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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